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BOARD OF ESTIMATES SEPTEMBER 16, 2015 

MINUTES 
 

 

REGULAR MEETING 

 

Honorable Bernard C. “Jack” Young, President  

Honorable Stephanie Rawlings-Blake, Mayor  

Honorable Joan M. Pratt, Comptroller and Secretary 

George A. Nilson, City Solicitor - ABSENT  

Rudolph S. Chow, Director of Public Works 

David E. Ralph, Deputy City Solicitor 

S. Dale Thompson, Deputy Director of Public Works 

Bernice H. Taylor, Deputy Comptroller and Clerk 

 

 

President:  “Good Morning, the September 16, 2015, meeting of 

the Board of Estimates is now called to order. In the interest 

of promoting the order and efficiency of these hearings, persons 

who are disruptive to the hearings will be asked to leave the 

hearing room immediately. I will direct the Board members 

attention to the memorandum from my office dated September 14, 

2015, identifying matters to be considered as routine agenda 

items together with any corrections and additions that have been 

noted by the Deputy Comptroller. I will entertain a Motion to 

approve all of the items contained on the routine agenda.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “I MOVE to approve the items on the 

routine agenda.” 

Comptroller:  “Second.” 

President:  “All those in favor say AYE. All those opposed, NAY. 

The Motion carries, the routine agenda has been adopted.” 

* * * * * * 
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MINUTES 
 

 

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS  

 

1.   Prequalification of Contractors 

 

In accordance with the Rules for Prequalification of 

Contractors, as amended by the Board on October 30, 1991, the 

following contractors are recommended: 

 

Barco Enterprises, Inc.        $  6,966,000.00 

Elite Sheet Metal Works, Inc.       $  1,500,000.00 

Homewood General Contractors, Inc.      $  8,000,000.00 

Ligon & Ligon, Inc.         $ 52,146,000.00 

Mid-Atlantic General Contractors, Inc.     $  5,544,000.00 

 

 

 2. Prequalification of Architects and Engineers 

 

In accordance with the Resolution Relating to Architectural 

and Engineering Services, as amended by the Board on June 29, 

1994, the Office of Boards and Commissions recommends the 

approval of the prequalification for the following firms: 

 

 Chesapeake Environmental    Engineer 

 Management, Inc.     Land Survey 

        Landscape Architect 

 

Coastal Resources, Inc.    Engineer 

        Landscape Architect 

 

Columbia Engineering, Inc.   Engineer  

 

 

There being no objections the Board, UPON MOTION duly made 

and seconded, approved the prequalification of contractors and 

architects and engineers for the listed firms. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

Parking Authority of  – Parking Facility Rate Adjustment 

Baltimore City (PABC)   

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve an adjustment to certain rates 

at the City-owned Caroline Street Garage that is managed by the 

PABC. The Parking Facility Rate Adjustment is effective upon 

Board approval. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

N/A 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

The PABC is charged with managing the City of Baltimore’s 

parking assets. Proper stewardship of those assets requires that 

the PABC realize the best possible return on the City’s parking 

investments. 

 

Pursuant to Article 31, §13(f)(2) of the Baltimore City Code, 

subject to the approval of the Board of Estimates, the PABC may 

set the rates for any parking project. The PABC believes that 

rate adjustments at this parking facility are warranted at this 

time. 

 

To bring this monthly rate charged at the Caroline Street Garage 

in line with its surrounding facilities, the PABC staff 

developed the submitted rate adjustment recommendations. These 

rate adjustments were unanimously approved by the PABC Board of 

Directors. 
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BOARD OF ESTIMATES 9/16/2015 

MINUTES 
 

 

PABC – cont’d  

 

 

MBE/WBE PARTICIPATION: 

 

N/A 

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved the 

adjustment to certain rates at the City-owned Caroline Street 

Garage that is managed by the PABC. 

 

Location Proposed Transient Rate Changes Proposed Monthly Rate Changes 

Caroline 

Street 

Garage 

Regular Transient Rates 

 

Rate Monthly Rate 

 

 
Current  

Rate 

Proposed   Last Rate  

Rate          Change 

                        Current    Proposed       Last Rate  

                           Rate         Rate             Change 

    Up to 1 hour 

  Up to 2 hours 

  Up to 3 hours 

  Up to 4 hours 

  Up to 5 hours 

  6 hrs to 12 hrs  

13 hrs to 24 hrs 

Thurs & Fri eves 

Sat & Sun all day 

$  6.00 

$  7.00 

$  8.00 

$  9.00 

$10.00 

$13.00 

$14.00 

$  4.00 

$  4.00 

$  7.00     June 2014 

$  8.00     June 2014 

$  9.00     June 2014 

$10.00     June 2014 

$11.00     June 2014 

$14.00     June 2014 

$15.00     June 2014 

$  5.00     June 2014 

$  5.00     June 2014 

 

Regular Rate  $ 125.00    $130.00   September 2014      
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MINUTES 
 

 

Parking Authority of  – Parking Facility Rate Adjustment 

Baltimore City (PABC)   

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve an adjustment to the monthly 

rate at the City-owned Little Italy Garage that is managed by 

the PABC. The Parking Facility Rate Adjustment is effective upon 

Board approval. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

N/A 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

The PABC is charged with managing the City of Baltimore’s 

parking assets. Proper stewardship of those assets requires that 

the PABC realize the best possible return on the City’s parking 

investments. 

 

Pursuant to Article 31, §13(f)(2) of the Baltimore City Code, 

subject to the approval of the Board of Estimates, the PABC may 

set the rates for any parking project. The PABC believes that 

rate adjustments at this parking facility are warranted at this 

time. 

 

To bring the monthly rate charged at the Little Italy Garage in 

line with its surrounding facilities, the PABC staff developed 

the submitted rate adjustment recommendation. This rate 

adjustment was unanimously approved by the PABC Board of 

Directors. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

 

PABC – cont’d 

 

 

MBE/WBE PARTICIPATION: 

 

N/A 

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved the 

adjustment to the monthly rate at the City-owned Little Italy 

Garage that is managed by the PABC. 

Location Proposed Transient Rate 

Changes 

Proposed Monthly Rate Changes 

Little Italy 

Garage      

 

 Regular Monthly Rate 

 
 

Current Rate Proposed Rate Last Rate Change 

              No proposed rate adjustments Regular Rate $120.00 $125.00 August  2014 
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MINUTES 
 

 

Parking Authority of  – Parking Facility Rate Adjustment 

Baltimore City (PABC)   

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve an adjustment to the monthly 

rates at the City-owned West Street Garage that is managed by 

the PABC. The Parking Facility Rate Adjustment is effective upon 

Board approval. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

N/A 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

The PABC is charged with managing the City of Baltimore’s 

parking assets. Proper stewardship of those assets requires that 

the PABC realize the best possible return on the City’s parking 

investments. 

 

Pursuant to Article 31, §13(f)(2) of the Baltimore City Code, 

subject to the approval of the Board of Estimates, the PABC may 

set the rates for any parking project. The PABC believes that 

rate adjustments at this parking facility are warranted at this 

time. 

 

To bring the rates charged at the West Street Garage in line 

with its surrounding facilities. The PABC staff developed the 

submitted rate adjustment recommendation. This rate adjustment 

was unanimously approved by the PABC Board of Directors. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

 

PABC – cont’d 

 

 

MBE/WBE PARTICIPATION: 

 

N/A 

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved the 

adjustment to the monthly rates at the City-owned West Street 

Garage that is managed by the PABC. 

Location Proposed Transient Rate 

Changes 

Proposed Monthly Rate Changes 

West Street 

Garage      

 

 Regular Monthly Rate 

                                    Current Rate  Proposed Rate Last Rate Change 

              No proposed rate adjustments 

             
Regular Rate (24/7)      $115.00        $120.00  September 2014 

Brickhead Lot                $  70.00        $  75.00            September 2014 

Transfer rate ( to Wall   $110.00        $120.00            September 2014 

Street garage)  

Rooftop rate ( Wall        $130.00        $135.00            September 2014 

Street garage) 
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MINUTES 
 

 

EXTRA WORK ORDERS  

* * * * * * 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, 

the Board approved the 

Extra Work Orders 

listed on the following page: 

3286 - 3287 

The EWOs were reviewed and approved 

by the 

Department of Audits, CORC, 

and MWBOO, unless otherwise indicated. 

The Transfer of Funds was approved,  

SUBJECT to the receipt of a favorable report 

from the Planning Commission, the Director  

of Finance having reported favorably thereon, 

in accordance with the provisions of 

the City Charter. 
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EXTRA WORK ORDERS 

 

Contract Prev. Apprvd. Time % 

Awd. Amt. Extra Work    Contractor Ext. Compl. 

 

Department of Transportation    

 

1. EWO #004, $3,130,875.48 – TR 05308, Dundalk Avenue Street- 

scape from Eastern Avenue to the City Line      

$14,163,131.25 $4,616,908.15  Civil Construction,  90 - 

        LLC    Days 

 

 

2. TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

 

$2,889,833.73 9950-944002-9507 9950-903453-9508-2 

 Federal Construction   Contingencies 

  Reserve - Reserve Dundalk Avenue 

       for Closeouts Streetscape 

 

    936,915.02 9962-938001-9563 9962-914059-9562-2 

 Other__________ Construction Res.  Contingencies    

  Unallocated Conduit System 

 $3,826,748.75 

 

This transfer will cover the deficit and fund the costs 

associated with Change Order No. 4 on Project TR 05308, 

Dundalk Avenue Streetscape from Eastern Ave. to the City 

Line with Civil Construction, LLC in the amount of 

$3,141,123.62. 

 

 

3. EWO #019, ($77,243.45) – TR 03316, Rehabilitation and     

Streetscape of Eastern Avenue from Lehigh Street to the  

City Line             

$6,225,353.25 $1,412,224.46  M. Luis Construc.   -  - 

        Co., Inc. 

 

This EWO provides for payment of overrun items, deduction 

of amounts not needed due to underrun or not used items, 

and to balance out the contract. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

EXTRA WORK ORDERS 

 

Contract Prev. Apprvd. Time % 

Awd. Amt. Extra Work    Contractor Ext. Compl. 

 

4. EWO #025, ($197,978.08) – TR 04311, Pennington Avenue   

Bascule Bridge Rehabilitation        

$14,530,627.00 $11,411,264.60 Cianbro Corpora-     - -   

         tion 

 

This EWO provides for payment of overrun items, deduction 

of amounts not needed due to underrun or not used items, 

and to balance out the contract. 

 

 

Department of Public Works/Off. of Engineering and Construction 

 

5. EWO #001, $0.00 – S.C. 905, Improvements to Sanitary Sewers 

in the Northern Region of the High Level Sewershed   

$9,863,875.00 $0.00          Spiniello Companies  180 - 

           CCD 

 

This EWO will facilitate emergency sanitary sewer repairs 

at Washington and Eager Streets. Portions of unused items 

of work as bid under S.C. 905 will be used to fund these 

repairs. 
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TRANSFERS OF FUNDS 

* * * * * * 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, 

the Board approved  

the Transfer of Funds 

listed on the following page: 

3289 

SUBJECT to receipt of a favorable report 

from the Planning Commission, 

the Director of Finance having 

reported favorably thereon, 

as required by the provisions of the  

City Charter. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

 

 AMOUNT   FROM ACCOUNT/S  TO ACCOUNT/S 

 

Department of General Services  

 

1. $200,000.00 9916-904845-9194 9916-906963-9197 

 General Fund  Capital Constr.  Firehouse Kitchen  

  & Maintenance - Renovations – 

  Reserve  Active  

 

Numerous firehouse kitchens throughout the City are aged, 

dilapidated and in need of replacement. This transfer will 

allow replacement for multiple kitchens and interior 

renovations within the firehouses.  
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MINUTES 
 

 

Health Department – Consultant Agreement  

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve and authorize execution of a 

Consultant Agreement with Tiffany Skinner, RN. The period of the 

agreement is July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2016. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

$50,000.00 – 4000-425516-3110-306500-603018 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

The Adult Evaluation and Review Services (AERS) is a Maryland 

Medicaid Program. It provides comprehensive evaluations for aged 

and functionally disabled adults who need long-term care and are 

not at risk for institutionalization.  

 

The Consultant will perform on-site face-to-face evaluations of 

clients in the community, enter all information regarding the 

InterRAI Home Care Assessment Evaluation and Plan of Services 

into the Long-Term Services and Support Maryland Tracking System 

for submission to the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 

(DHMH). She will submit all evaluations and completed DHMH forms 

to the Department’s AERS program staff.  

 

The agreement is late because the Department was waiting for 

signatures.  

 

MWBOO GRANTED A WAIVER. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved and 

authorized execution of the Consultant Agreement with Tiffany 

Skinner, RN. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

Health Department - Employee Expense Statements 

 

The Board is requested to approve the Employee Expense 

Statements from the various agencies for the following 

employees. 

 

1. ARDIE SHAW  $ 57.50 

 

Account: 5000-532815-3044-273300-603002 

 

2. CANDICE NICHOLS   $ 83.89 

 

Account: 5000-535415-3044-273300-603002 

 

The Employee Expense Statement forms were submitted on time, but 

they were lost during routing. During an audit by the 

accountant, the original expense was discovered. 

 

3. KAREN SOLOMON   $250.09 

 

Account: 4000-422715-3080-279200-604003 

 

Ms. Solomon submitted her expense statement and appropriate 

back up documents on time, but they were never received at 

the Department’s administrative office for processing.  

 

The Administrative Manual, in Section 240-11, states that 

Employee Expense Reports that are submitted more than 40 work 

days after the last calendar day of the month in which the 

expenses were incurred require Board of Estimates approval. 

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

AUDITS REVIEWED AND HAD NO OBJECTION. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved the 

Employee Expense Statements from the various agencies for the 

above-listed employees. 
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Department of General Services – Amendment No. 2 to Agreement 

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve and authorize execution of 

Amendment No. 2 to Agreement with Murphy & Dittenhafer, Inc., 

for Project 1125M, On-Call Architectural Consulting Design 

Services. The Amendment No. 2 extends the Agreement through 

September 11, 2016. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

N/A – Funds will be identified as Tasks are processed. 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

On September 12, 2012, the Board approved the original agreement 

for two years with an upset dollar limit of $748,836.69. On 

September 10, 2014, the Board approved a one-year extension 

which expired on September 11, 2015. Due to extra work that 

needs to be assigned to Murphy & Dittenhafer, Inc. by the 

Department of General Services, an increase of contract length 

is needed. 

 

MBE/WBE PARTICIPATION: 

 

The Consultant will comply with the MBE goal of 27% and WBE goal 

of 9% that was approved in the original agreement for Project 

1125M. 

 

AUDITS NOTED THE TIME EXTENSION AND WILL REVIEW TASK 

ASSIGNMENTS. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved and 

authorized execution of the Amendment No. 2 to Agreement with 

Murphy & Dittenhafer, Inc., for Project 1125M, On-Call 

Architectural Consulting Design Services. The President voted 

NO. 
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Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice – Inter-Agency Agreement  

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve and authorize execution of the 

Inter-Agency Agreement with the Baltimore City Health 

Department. The period of the Inter-Agency Agreement is August 

15, 2015 through June 30, 2016. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

$25,000.00 – 4000-477515-2252-688000-607001 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

On February 25, 2015, the Board approved a grant award for the 

Citywide Child Protection Review program. This grant provides 

funding for the Health Department, a sub-recipient, to perform 

child near-fatality review. The funding supports a consultant 

contract and a dedicated portion of the Child Fatality Review 

Director’s salary.  

 

The agreement is late because of the administrative process.  

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved and 

authorized execution of the Inter-Agency Agreement with the 

Baltimore City Health Department. 
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OPTIONS/CONDEMNATION/QUICK-TAKES: 

 

 Owner(s) Property Interest Amount 

 

Department of Law – Payment of Settlement 

 

1. Dorothy Osei Kuffour 4721 Park Heights L/H $12,250.00 

 Avenue 

 

On January 14, 2015, the Board approved the acquisition of the 

leasehold interest in the property located at 4721 Park 

Heights Avenue for the fair market value of $12,750.00, based 

upon an independent exterior appraisal report in 2014. An 

updated interior appraisal report revealed that the property 

valuation was $17,400.00. The bank that held the mortgage on 

the property was due $65,000.00. The bank commissioned a 

valuation report which indicated a value of $45,000.00. At a 

pre-trial conference, the parties agreed to settle the case 

for $25,000.00. Therefore, the Board is requested to approve 

an additional $12,250.00 (i.e. the total settlement of 

$25,000.00 minus the prior approval of $12,750.00). 

 

Funds are available in account 9910-903183-9588-900000-704040. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved the 

payment of settlement. 
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Department of Public Works – Leak Detection Pilot 

  Project Agreement     

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve and authorize execution of a 

Leak Detection Pilot Project Agreement with Echologics, LLC. The 

period of the Agreement is for one year upon Board approval.  

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

$0.00 – no funds required 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

Echologics, LLC approached the City with an offer to supply and 

install a leak detection technology platform at agreed upon 

locations throughout the Baltimore Metro Water Distribution 

System. The Pilot Project will test the technology’s 

effectiveness at detecting and correlating leaks within the 

system. It will test the performance of one permanent leak 

detection platform, which includes 40 acoustic nodes that will 

be placed throughout the extended downtown area. Echologics, LLC 

and the City agreed to conduct this Pilot Project at absolutely 

no cost or expense for the City pursuant to the terms of the 

Agreement.  

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved and 

authorized execution of the Leak Detection Pilot Project 

Agreement with Echologics, LLC. 



3295 

BOARD OF ESTIMATES 9/16/2015 
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Department of Recreation and Parks – Grant Award  

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve and authorize execution of the 

Grant Award with the National Recreation and Parks Association 

(NRPA) in partnership with the National Recreation Foundation 

(NRF). The period of the award is August 20, 2015 through 

December 23, 2015. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

$5,000.00 – 6000-604915-4803-371500-406001 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

The NRPA, in partnership with the NRF, awarded the grant to the 

Department to further promote the national Commit to Health 

Initiative. This is a continuation of the NRPA/Walmart Out-of-

School Time Grant awarded earlier this year for the purpose of 

implementing a nutrition literacy curriculum in 15 Camp 

Baltimore centers during Summer 2015. This funding will provide 

nutrition and physical activity resources for program 

participants and their families to encourage greater acceptance 

of the Commit to Health Initiative’s nutrition and physical 

activity standards, as a way of promoting healthier lifestyles 

for the citizens of Baltimore.  

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

AUDITS REVIEWED THE SUBMITTED DOCUMENTATION AND FOUND THAT IT 

CONFIRMED THE GRANT AWARD. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved and 

authorized execution of the Grant Award with the National 

Recreation and Parks Association in partnership with the 

National Recreation Foundation. 
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Baltimore City Fire Department – Grant Award 

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve acceptance of additional funds 

to the Fireman’s Fund Heritage Grant Award.  

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

$2,500.00 – 6000-604315-2142-229500-605007 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

On February 11, 2015, the Board approved the original grant 

award for $12,500.00. This grant is intended for the shared 

support of the Department’s ability to provide necessary 

equipment to safely achieve its mission of protecting the 

citizens of Baltimore City with the purchase of thermal imaging 

cameras. On August 24, 2015, the Department was notified that 

additional funds were being awarded for the Fireman’s Fund 

Heritage Grant. 

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

AUDITS REVIEWED THE SUBMITTED DOCUMENTATION AND FOUND THAT IT 

CONFIRMED THE GRANT AWARD. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved 

acceptance of additional funds to the Fireman’s Fund Heritage 

Grant Award.  
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Mayor’s Office of Employment – Notice of Grant Award and 

  Development (MOED)      Inter-governmental Agreements 

 

The Board is requested to approve and authorize acceptance of 

the Notice of Grant Award and approve and authorize execution of 

the Inter-governmental Agreements. The period of the Grant Award 

and Inter-governmental Agreements is July 1, 2015 through June 

30, 2017, unless stated otherwise. 

 

GRANT AWARD 

 

1. MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,    $4,899,073.00 

   LICENSING AND REGULATION 

 

Account: 4000-807416-6312-456000-404001 

 

The Grant Award is for the One Baltimore for Jobs 

Initiative. This a demonstration project operated by MOED, 

which will use resources to strengthen the current 

workforce development system and initiate innovative 

practices to reach communities that have been previously 

disconnected from services. The grant funds will increase 

access to occupational skills training, reduce barriers to 

employment and training, support community based projects, 

and establish linkages to career opportunities for 

Baltimore City residents between the ages of 16-29. 

 

 

INTER-GOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENTS 

 

2. MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY  $  500,000.00 

   AND CORRECTIONAL SERVICES - 

   DIVISION OF PAROLE AND PROBATION 

 

Account: 5000-804816-6396-456000-405001 

 

This Inter-governmental Agreement funds the Baltimore City 

Re-Entry Center, operated by MOED. It is an innovative 

program that offers comprehensive services essential to 

successful ex-offender re-entry. The grant funds will 

support services provided at the Re-Entry Center or through 

its referral network which include: linkages to housing, 

securing State-issued identification cards, assistance with 

addressing child support arrearages, occupational skills 

training, education, and job placement. 
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MOED - cont’d 

 

The period of the Award is July 1, 2015 through June 30, 

2016. 

 

3. MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT    $  510,906.00 

 OF JUVENILE SERVICES 

 

Account: 4000-809516-6331-456000-404001 

 

The PACT Center integrates evening reporting/supervision 

with assessments, service planning, and transition to 

community-based placements for youth as an alternative to 

secure detention. The Grant funds will provide youth with 

connections to targeted services to meet their personal, 

mental health, academic, and career goals.  

 

The Notice of Grant Award and the Inter-governmental Agreements 

are late because of the late notification of approval from 

grantor.  

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

AUDITS REVIEWED THE SUBMITTED DOCUMENTATION AND FOUND THAT IT 

CONFIRMED THE GRANT AWARDS. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved and 

authorized acceptance of the Notice of Grant Award. The Board 

further approved and authorized execution of the Inter-

governmental Agreements. 
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Mayor’s Office of Employment – Notice of Grant Award 

  Development (MOED) ___  

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve and authorize acceptance of 

the Notice of Grant Award. The period of the award is July 1, 

2015 through June 30, 2017. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

Original Amounts Accounts 

 

$  196,091.00  4000-807516-6312-456000-404001 

 2,468,102.00  4000-806416-6313-456000-404001 

   204,392.00  4000-806716-6312-456000-404001 

$2,868,585.00    

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

The MOED, in partnership with core partners, will design and 

deliver Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA)-funded 

services to adults, dislocated workers, and youth. The award 

will be utilized for specific program costs associated with 

providing eligible youth, adults and employers with coordinated 

employment and training activities which include, but are not 

limited to: labor market information, career assessment, 

specific skills training, job readiness training, pre-vocational 

training, other intensive services and workforce development 

supportive services. 

 

The Notice of Grant Award is late because of the late 

notification of approval from grantor.  

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

AUDITS REVIEWED THE SUBMITTED DOCUMENTATION AND FOUND THAT IT 

CONFIRMED THE GRANT AWARD. 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved and 

authorized acceptance of the Notice of Grant Award. 
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Department of Transportation – Ratification of Addendum 

                               No. 1 to Grant Agreement    

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to ratify Addendum No. 1 to the Grant 

Agreement for the Maryland Bikeways Program Grant with the 

Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT). This Addendum No. 

1 to the Grant Agreement extends the period of the Grant through 

January 16, 2016.   

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

N/A 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

On January 16, 2013, the Board approved the original Grant 

Agreement with the MDOT for the Maryland Bikeways Program for 

the period January 16, 2013 through January 16, 2015. The Grant 

Agreement was for the Baltimore City Waterfront Promenade 

Feasibility Assessment and Design Project.  

 

The Addendum No. 1 will extend the period of the Grant Agreement 

through January 16, 2016, to allow additional time for the 

completion of the design of the project. All other terms and 

conditions of the original Grant Agreement remain unchanged. 

This request is late because of a miscommunication with the 

external agency.   

 

MBE/WBE PARTICIPATION: 

 

N/A  

 

AUDITS NOTED THE TIME EXTENSION.  

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board ratified the 

Grant Agreement for the Maryland Bikeways Program Grant with the 

Maryland Department of Transportation. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

Department of Transportation – Task Assignment 

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve the Assignment of Task No. 20 

to Whitman, Requardt & Associates under Project No. 1134, On-

Call Traffic Engineering Studies.  

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

$174,066.75 – 9950-913024-9508-900020-703032 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

This authorization will permit an American with Disabilities Act 

self-evaluation of pedestrian facilities within the Central 

Business District (downtown) to identify existing barriers and 

insufficiencies to accessibility. 

 

MBE/WBE PARTICIPATION: 

 

The Consultant will comply with Article 5, Subtitle 28 of the 

Baltimore City Code and MBE and WBE goals established in the 

original agreement. 

 

MWBOO SET GOALS OF 27% MBE AND 9% WBE. 

 

MWBOO FOUND VENDOR IN COMPLIANCE. 

 

AUDITS REVIEWED AND FOUND THE BASIS FOR COMPENSATION CONSISTENT 

WITH CITY POLICY. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

Department of Transportation – cont’d 

 

TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

 

AMOUNT FROM ACCOUNT/S TO ACCOUNT/S 

 

$191,473.43 9950-906023-9509 9950-913024-9508-3 

GF (HUR) Constr. Reserve Design and Study 

 Seton Hill Com- Seton Hill Complete 

 plete Streets Streets 

 

This transfer will fund the costs associated with Task No. 

20, Project 1134, On-Call Traffic Engineering Studies with 

Whitman, Requardt & Associates. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved the 

Assignment of Task No. 20 to Whitman, Requardt & Associates 

under Project No. 1134, On-Call Traffic Engineering Studies. The 

Transfer of Funds was approved, SUBJECT to the receipt of a 

favorable report from the Planning Commission, the Director of 

Finance having reported favorably thereon, in accordance with 

the provisions of the City Charter. 

 



3303 

BOARD OF ESTIMATES 9/16/2015 
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Department of Transportation – Traffic Mitigation Agreement 

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve and authorize execution of a 

Traffic Mitigation Agreement with Duke Baltimore, LLC. The 

period of the Traffic Mitigation Agreement will commence upon 

Board approval and termination will be deemed in writing by the 

Department of Transportation. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

$31,620.00 – 9950-917089-9512-900000-490375 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

Baltimore City Ordinance 11-529, approved on May 9, 2012, 

determined that a Traffic Impact Study was required for the 

Development. The Developer proposes to perform the Scope of Work 

for the Chesapeake Area Building A-263 at Broening Highway and 

Holabird Avenue (Ward 26, Block 6871-C, Lot 1/5) constructing an 

industrial development with 263,500 sq. ft. The Developer agrees 

to make a one-time contribution in the amount of $31,620.00 to 

fund the City’s multimodal transportation improvements in the 

Development’s vicinity. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved and 

authorized execution of the Traffic Mitigation Agreement with 

Duke Baltimore, LLC. 
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Department of Transportation – Traffic Mitigation Agreement 

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve and authorize execution of a 

Traffic Mitigation Agreement with Calvert & Chase Corporation. 

The period of the Traffic Mitigation Agreement will commence 

upon Board approval and termination will be deemed in writing by 

the Department of Transportation. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

$3,986.74 – 9950-905088-9512-900000-490375 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

Baltimore City Ordinance 11-529, approved on May 9, 2012, 

determined that a Traffic Impact Study was required for the 

Development. The Developer proposes to perform the Scope of Work 

for 201 S. Conkling St. (Ward 26, Section 16, Block 6302, Lot 

001) constructing apartments with a total of 25,000 sq. ft. and 

27 dwelling units. The Developer agrees to make a one-time 

contribution in the amount of $3,986.74 to fund the City’s 

multimodal transportation improvements in the Development’s 

vicinity. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved and 

authorized execution of the Traffic Mitigation Agreement with 

Calvert & Chase Corporation. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

Circuit Court for Baltimore City - Transfer of LIFE-TO-DATE  

             Sick Leave        

 

The Board is requested to approve the transfer of LIFE-TO-DATE 

sick leave days from the listed City employees to the designated 

employee, Ms. Veronica Ciarpella. 

 

The transfer of sick leave days is necessary in order for the 

designated employee to remain in pay status with continued 

health coverage. The City employees have asked permission to 

donate the sick leave days that will be transferred from their 

LIFE-TO-DATE sick leave balances as follows: 

 

 Donors  Days 

 

Jan Bowser     2 

Frank Broccolina            5 

Dana L. Buttion    2 

Michelle A. Chavis    3 

Penny C. George    5 

Christopher W. McKenzey   5 

Kathleen Smith     3 

Stephanie Young-Medina   3 

   Total  28 

 

Ms. Ciarpella is not a member of a union sick leave bank and is 

not eligible for membership in a union sick leave bank. All of 

her leave has been used. This transfer will allow Ms. Ciarpella 

to remain in pay status. 

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

THE LABOR COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDED APPROVAL. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved the 

transfer of LIFE-TO-DATE sick leave days from the listed City 

employees to the designated employee, Ms. Veronica Ciarpella. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

Circuit Court for Baltimore City - Transfer of LIFE-TO-DATE  

             Sick Leave        

 

The Board is requested to approve the transfer of LIFE-TO-DATE 

sick leave days from the listed City employees to the designated 

employee, Ms. Robin Travis. 

 

The transfer of sick leave days is necessary in order for the 

designated employee to remain in pay status with continued 

health coverage. The City employees have asked permission to 

donate the sick leave days that will be transferred from their 

LIFE-TO-DATE sick leave balances as follows: 

 

 Donors  Days 

 

Theresa A. Furnari    5 

Penny C. George    5 

Teresa S. German    2 

Linda A. Mili     5 

   Total  17 

 

Ms. Travis is not a member of a union sick leave bank and is not 

eligible for membership in a union sick leave bank. All of her 

leave has been used. This transfer will allow Ms. Travis to 

remain in pay status. 

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

THE LABOR COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDED APPROVAL. 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved the 

transfer of LIFE-TO-DATE sick leave days from the listed City 

employees to the designated employee, Ms. Robin Travis. 
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INFORMAL AWARDS, RENEWALS, INCREASES TO CONTRACTS AND EXTENSIONS 

 

VENDOR AMOUNT OF AWARDAWARD BASIS 

 

Bureau of Purchases 

 

1. SWARCO INDUSTRIES, INC. $    0.00 Renewal 

Contract No. B50003140 – Preformed Thermoplastic Pavement 

Markings – Department of Transportation – Req. No. Various 

 

On September 9, 2013, the City Purchasing Agent approved the 

initial award in the amount of $19,405.00. The award contained 

two 1-year renewal options. Subsequent actions have been 

approved. This final renewal in the amount of $0.00 is for the 

period September 10, 2015 through September 9, 2016. 

 

2. WITMER PUBLIC SAFETY 
GROUP, INC. d/b/a MASON- 

DIXON FIRE EQUIPMENT $ 5,000.00 Renewal 

Contract No. B50003130 – Alco-Lite Fire Ladders – Baltimore 

City Fire Department – Purchase Order No. P524732 

 

On September 3, 2013, the City Purchasing Agent approved the 

initial award in the amount of $25,000.00. The award contained 

three 1-year renewal options. On August 7, 2014, the City 

Purchasing Agent approved the first renewal in the amount of 

$0.00. This second renewal in the amount of $5,000.00 is for 

the period September 11, 2015 through September 9, 2016 with 

one 1-year renewal option remaining. 

 

3. AGILENT TECHNOLOGIES, INC. $39,276.00 Sole Source 

Contract No. 08000 - Maintenance for the GC-MS Software Updates 

– Baltimore City Police Department – Req. No. R702610 

 

Agilent Technologies, Inc. is the sole manufacturer and will be 

providing service on the GC-MS directly. They are the only 

provider of maintenance services. The software is currently in 

use by the Baltimore City Police Department. 
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MINUTES 
 

 

INFORMAL AWARDS, RENEWALS, INCREASES TO CONTRACTS AND EXTENSIONS 

 

VENDOR AMOUNT OF AWARD  AWARD BASIS 

 

Bureau of Purchases 

 

4. BATTLE & BATTLE $ 10,930.00 Renewal 

Contract No. B50002569 – Supply and Deliver a Variety of 

Batteries – Citywide - Purchase Order No. P521475 

On September 19, 2012, the Board approved the initial award in 

the amount of $35,515.00. The award contained two 1-year 

renewal options. Subsequent actions have been approved. This 

final renewal in the amount of $10,930.00 is for the period 

November 11, 2015 through October 31, 2016. 

 

5.  UNIVAR USA, INC. $ 50,000.00 Renewal 

Contract No. B50002133 – Sodium Hydroxide (25% Solution) – 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of Water and Wastewater – 

P.O. No. P518556 

On October 19, 2011, the Board approved the initial award in 

the amount of $122,265.00. The award contained four 1-year 

renewal options. Subsequent renewals have been exercised. This 

final renewal in the amount of $50,000.00 is for the period 

November 1, 2015 through October 31, 2016. The above amount is 

the City’s estimated requirement. 

 

MWBOO GRANTED A WAIVER. 

 

6. STAUFFER GLOVE & 
SAFETY COMPANY $100,000.00 Renewal 

Contract No. B50002098 – Steel-Toe Rubber Hip Boots – 

Department of Public Works – P.O. No. P528104 

 

On October 5, 2011, the Board approved the initial award in the 

amount of $44,457.00. The award contained three 1-year renewal 

options. Subsequent actions have been approved. This final 

renewal in the amount of $100,000.00 is for the period 

September 28, 2015 through September 27, 2016. The above amount 

is the City’s estimated requirement. 

 

MWBOO GRANTED A WAIVER. 
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INFORMAL AWARDS, RENEWALS, INCREASES TO CONTRACTS AND EXTENSIONS 

 

VENDOR AMOUNT OF AWARD  AWARD BASIS 

 

Bureau of Purchases 

 

7. HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS, 
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP a/k/a 

HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS, LTD $ 40,000.00 Renewal 

Contract No. B50003545 – Various Water Utility Tools – 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of Water and Wastewater – 

P.O. No. P528606 

 

On September 3, 2014, the Board approved the initial award in 

the amount of $27,826.78. The award contained two 1-year 

renewal options. On October 22, 2014, the Board approved an 

increase in the amount of $60,000.00. This renewal in the 

amount of $40,000.00 is for the period September 3, 2015 

through September 2, 2016, with one 1-year renewal option 

remaining. The above amount is the City’s estimated 

requirement. 

 

8. MARYLAND FIRE EQUIPMENT 
CORPORATION $    0.00 Renewal 

Contract No. B50003046 – Firefighter Helmets – Baltimore City 

Fire Department – P.O. No. P524875 

 

On September 18, 2013, the Board approved the initial award in 

the amount of $115,000.00. The award contained five 1-year 

renewal options. On August 20, 2014, the Board approved the 

first renewal in the amount of $0.00. This second renewal in 

the amount of $0.00 is for the period September 18, 2015 

through September 17, 2016, with three 1-year renewal options 

remaining. The above amount is the City’s estimated 

requirement. 

 

MWBOO GRANTED A WAIVER. 
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INFORMAL AWARDS, RENEWALS, INCREASES TO CONTRACTS AND EXTENSIONS 

 

VENDOR AMOUNT OF AWARD    AWARD BASIS 

 

Bureau of Purchases 

 

9. ITEM 1 – Supply of Liquid 
Chlorine in One Ton Container 

KUEHNE CHEMICAL COMPANY, INC. 

 

ITEM 2 – Supply of Liquid 

Chlorine in 150 LB Cylinders 

UNIVAR USA, INC. 

  $700,000.00 Renewal 

Contract No. B50003713 – Liquid Chlorine – Department of Public 

Works, Bureau of Water and Wastewater – P.O. Nos. P529084 and 

P529085 

 

On October 15, 2014, the Board approved the initial award in 

the amount of $954,000.00. The award contained four 1-year 

renewal options. This renewal in the amount of $700,000.00 is 

for the period of November 1, 2015 through October 31, 2016, 

with three 1-year renewal options remaining. The above amount 

is the City’s estimated requirement. 

 

MWBOO GRANTED A WAIVER. 

 

10. ITEM 1B 
SIVELS TRANSPORTATION, INC. 

 

ITEMS #3A, #5A & #6 

JUST-4-U TRANSIT, LLC 

  $    0.00 Renewal 

Contract No. B50002366 – General Charter Bus Transportation 

Service – Agencies Various – P.O. Nos. P521496 and P521504 

 

On September 19, 2012, the Board approved the initial award in 

the amount of $750,000.00. The award contained two 1-year 

renewal options. On October 8, 2014, the Board approved the 

first renewal in the amount of $0.00. 
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INFORMAL AWARDS, RENEWALS, INCREASES TO CONTRACTS AND EXTENSIONS 

 

VENDOR AMOUNT OF AWARD  AWARD BASIS 

 

Bureau of Purchases 

 

The third vendor, M.R. Hopkins will not be renewed as they are 

not in good standing with the State of Maryland and were non-

responsive to request for information from Buyers. This final 

renewal in the amount of $0.00 is for the period September 26, 

2015 through September 25, 2016. The above amount is the City’s 

estimated requirement. 

 

MWBOO GRANTED A WAIVER. 

 

11. BIOMEDICAL WASTE $      0.00 Ratification  

SERVICES, INC.                 20,000.00 and Renewal 

  $ 20,000.00  

Contract No. 06000 – Bio-Medical & Bio-Hazardous Waste Removal 

– Baltimore City Fire Department – P.O. No. P514192 

 

On July 28, 2010, the Board approved the initial award in the 

amount of $10,000.00. The award contained five 1-year renewal 

options. Subsequent actions have been approved. Due to an 

administrative oversight, ratification is necessary. The 

ratification is for the period July 27, 2015 through September 

15, 2015. This final renewal in the amount of $20,000.00 is for 

the period September 16, 2015 through July 26, 2016. The above 

amount is the City’s estimated requirement. 

 

12. MASIMO AMERICAS, $      0.00 Ratification 

INC.                            50,000.00 and Renewal 

  $ 50,000.00  

Contract No. 08000 – Rad-57 CO-Oximeters (Carbon Monoxide 

Detectors) – Baltimore City Fire Department – P.O. No. P517483 

On June 29, 2011, the Board approved the initial award in the 

amount of $50,000.00. The award contained five 1-year renewal 

options. Subsequent actions have been approved. Due to an 

administrative oversight, a ratification is necessary. The 

period of the ratification is July 1, 2015 through September 

15, 2015. The period of the renewal is September 16, 2015 

through June 30, 2016, with one 1-year renewal option 

remaining. The above amount is the City’s estimated 

requirement. 
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INFORMAL AWARDS, RENEWALS, INCREASES TO CONTRACTS AND EXTENSIONS 

 

VENDOR AMOUNT OF AWARD  AWARD BASIS 

 

Bureau of Purchases 

 

13. AIR AMBULANCE SPECIALISTS, $ 45,360.00 Ratification and 

INC.                            150,000.00 Term Order 

  $195,360.00  

Contract No. 06000 – Non-Emergent Intra-Hospital Air Trans-

portation Services – Health Department, Field Health Services – 

Req. No. R707251 

 

Non-Emergent Air Transportation services for critical care 

patients are provided by the Maryland Department of Health and 

Mental Hygiene (DHMH) through the Transportation Grants 

Program. The DHMH protocol states “All Air Ambulance transport 

costs for Maryland Medicaid Recipient will be paid by the 

Baltimore City Health Department,” through the Transportation 

Grants Program. 

 

The Transportation Grants Program operated without a Program 

Director for several months, during which time procurement 

procedures were not followed and the vendor was not paid. The 

City did not establish a contract due to information from the 

State of Maryland that the State would be responsible for 

payment for these services. After the State informed the Health 

Department that it would not be responsible for payment, the 

Health Department was unable to submit necessary information to 

allow for timely payment. Although the vendor had not been 

paid, they continued to provide services to the City. Authority 

is requested to ratify payments to the selected vendor to pay 

outstanding invoices and to allow for future payments until a 

new contract can be established. The period of the ratification 

is April 1, 2015 through September 16, 2015. The period of the 

term order is September 17, 2015 through May 31, 2016. There 

are no renewals. 
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INFORMAL AWARDS, RENEWALS, INCREASES TO CONTRACTS AND EXTENSIONS 

 

VENDOR AMOUNT OF AWARD  AWARD BASIS 

 

Bureau of Purchases 

 

It is hereby certified that the above procurement is of such a 

nature that no advantage will result in seeking nor would it be 

practical to obtain competitive bids. Therefore, pursuant to 

Article VI, §11 (e)(i) of the City Charter, the procurement of 

the equipment and/or service is recommended. 

 

MWBOO GRANTED A WAIVER. 

 

14. 1st CALL 
P&J CONTRACTING  

COMPANY, INC. 

2ND CALL 

K&K ADAMS, INC. $      0.00 Extension 

Contract No. B50001351 – Baltimore City Building Demolition – 

Department of Housing and Community Development – P.O. Nos. – 

P513966 and P513967 

 

On June 16, 2010, the Board approved the initial award in the 

amount of $15,000,000.00. Subsequent actions have been 

approved. A new bid, B50004150, has been advertised and 

additional times required to complete the bidding and award 

process. The period of the extension is October 1, 2015 through 

November 30, 2015. The above amount is the City’s estimated 

requirement. 

 

MWBOO SET GOALS OF 27% MBE AND 10% WBE. 

 

P&J CONTRACTING CO. INC. 

 

                                  Commitment  Performed 

 

MBE: Phipps Construction          24.06%    See note below 

    Contractors, Inc.* 

     RBJ Contracting Company       2.96%    $265,746.96   9.6% 

     Hammerhead Trucking             0       258,149.00   9.3% 

     Burley Construction             0       228,483.21   8.2% 

                          27%  $752,379.17  27.1% 
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INFORMAL AWARDS, RENEWALS, INCREASES TO CONTRACTS AND EXTENSIONS 

 

VENDOR AMOUNT OF AWARD  AWARD BASIS 

 

Bureau of Purchases 

                                 Commitment  Performed 

WBE: The Donne Group, LLC          4.4%    $  3,480.00    0.1% 

     Hopkins Fuel Oil Co., Inc.      0%     150,503.72    5.4% 

   Cleo Enterprises, Inc.**      5.6%    See note below ____   

         10%     $153,983.72    5.5% 

 

* Phipps Construction Contractors, Inc. is no longer in 

business. Replaced by Hammerhead Trucking and Burley 

Construction. 

 

** Cleo Enterprises, Inc. is no longer certified at WBE with 

Baltimore City. Contractor has submitted an approved plan to 

achieve the WBE goal. 

 

MWBOO FOUND VENDOR IN COMPLIANCE. 

 

K&K ADAMS, INC. 

 

MBE: Dease Concrete Services, Inc. 20% $345,369.25 10.4% 

 Ball & Breckenridge Trucking, 7.5%        0.00 

   Inc. 

  Solomon’s Termite & Pest  0   18,514.32 0.6% 

   Control* 

  JJ Adams Fuel Oil Co., Inc.  0  548,017.63 16.5% 

   27% $911,901.20 27.5% 

 

WBE: Fallsway Trucking 10% $ 96,280.62 2.9% 

  Ball & Breckenridge Trucking,  0  391,137.49 11.7% 

   Inc.*  

  Barbie’s Recycling & Hauling,  0   15,159.50 0.5% 

   Inc.*                       

  10% $502,577.61  15.1% 

 

*These companies have been approved for MBE/WBE participation. 

 

MWBOO FOUND VENDOR IN COMPLIANCE.      
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INFORMAL AWARDS, RENEWALS, INCREASES TO CONTRACTS AND EXTENSIONS 

 

VENDOR AMOUNT OF AWARD  AWARD BASIS 

 

Bureau of Purchases 

 

15. WASTE EQUIPMENT SALES 
 AND SERVICE, LLC $325,000.00 Extension 

Contract No. B50001524 – OEM Parts and Service for FUSO 

Mitsubishi Cab and Chassis Vehicles – Department of General 

Services, Fleet Management – P.O. No. P514834 

 

On August 18, 2010, the Board approved the initial award. 

Subsequent actions were approved. Authority is requested to 

extend the current contract while a new solicitation 

(B50004299) can be advertised and awarded. The period of the 

extension is October 1, 2015 through January 31, 2016. The 

above amount is the City’s estimated requirement. 

 

MWBOO GRANTED A WAIVER. 

 

16. DUNBAR ARMORED d/b/a 
DUNBAR ARMORED, INC. $ 40,000.00 Increase 

Contract No. B50003386 – Armored Transport Services - 

Department of Finance, Transportation, etc. – P.O. No. P528141 

 

On July 23, 2014, the Board approved the initial award in the 

amount of $41,255.59. The award contained three 1-year renewal 

options. Subsequent actions have been approved. The agency 

underestimated the amount needed. Therefore, an increase in the 

amount of $40,000.00 is necessary to continue services through 

the remainder of this term. This increase in the amount of 

$40,000.00 will make the award amount $121,883.39. The contract 

expires July 31, 2016, with three 1-year renewal options 

remaining. The above amount is the City’s estimated 

requirement. 

 

MWBOO SET GOALS OF 0% MBE AND 0% WBE. 
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INFORMAL AWARDS, RENEWALS, INCREASES TO CONTRACTS AND EXTENSIONS 

 

VENDOR AMOUNT OF AWARD  AWARD BASIS 

 

Bureau of Purchases 

 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved and 

authorized execution of the informal awards, renewals, increases 

to contracts, sole source, and extensions. The Comptroller 

ABSTAINED on item no. 14. 
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Department of Recreation and Parks – Task Assignment 

 

ACTION REQUESTED OF B/E: 

 

The Board is requested to approve the assignment of Task No. 31 

to GWWO, Inc., under Project No. 1164, On-Call Architectural 

Design Services. 

 

AMOUNT OF MONEY AND SOURCE: 

 

$120,709.71 – 9938-915051-9474-000000-703032 

 

BACKGROUND/EXPLANATION: 

 

The Consultant will provide design services in accordance with 

their proposal dated July 10, 2015. This task will include 

design services for the Winans Meadow Nature Center. 

 

MWBOO FOUND VENDOR IN COMPLIANCE. 

 

APPROVED FOR FUNDS BY FINANCE 

 

AUDITS REVIEWED AND FOUND THE BASIS FOR COMPENSATION CONSISTENT 

WITH CITY POLICY. 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board approved the 

assignment of Task No. 31 to GWWO, Inc., under Project No. 1164, 

On-Call Architectural Design Services. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTRACT AWARDS/REJECTIONS 

 

* * * * * * * 

 

UPON MOTION duly made and seconded, the Board 

awarded the formally advertised contracts 

listed on the following pages:  

3320 - 3352 

to the low bidders meeting the specifications,  

or rejected bids on those as indicated 

for the reasons stated. 

The President voted  

NO on item no. 1. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTRACT AWARDS/REJECTIONS 

Bureau of Purchases 

 

1. B50004056, Enterprise  $15,000,000.00 

Technology Staffing 

Support Koniag Services, Inc. 

 

 TeleCommunication 

  Systems, Inc. 

  

 Trigyn Technologies, 

  Inc. 

 

The award is recommended to the three lowest responsive and 

responsible bidders who were found in compliance by MWBOO. 

 

(MOIT, DPW, DOT, Others) 

 

MWBOO SET GOALS OF 27% MBE AND 10% WBE. 

 

 

KONIAG SERVICES, INC. 

 

MBE: Williams Consulting, LLC 28% 

 

WBE: P.K.W. Associates, Inc. 10% 

 

MWBOO FOUND VENDOR IN COMPLIANCE. 

 

 

TELECOMMUNICATION SYSTEMS, INC. 

 

MBE: Bithgroup Technologies, Inc. 27% 

 

WBE: Realistic Computing, Inc. 10% 

 

MWBOO FOUND VENDOR IN COMPLIANCE. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTRACT AWARDS/REJECTIONS 

 

Bureau of Purchases - B50004056 – cont’d 

 

TRIGYN TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 

 

MBE: UVS Info Tech, LLC 27% 

 

WBE: RECA Technology, LLC 10% 

 

MWBOO FOUND VENDOR IN COMPLIANCE. 

 

This staffing support contract will not be used to replace 

staff or services provided on B50003985 Telecommunications 

Improvement and Procurement Project (TIPP), which was 

opened on June 24, 2015 for VoIP, or other City information 

technology and telecommunications contracts separately 

solicited or awarded. 

 

A PROTEST WAS RECEIVED FROM SKYLINE NETWORK ENGINEERING, LLC 

D/B/A SKYLINE TECHNOLOGY SOLUTIONS. 

 

President:  “The first item on the non-routine agenda can be 

found on page 42-43 item no. 1 (of agenda), Recommendation for 

Contract Awards and Rejection, Bureau of Purchases, B50004056, 

Enterprise Technology Staffing Support. Will the parties please 

come forward?” 

Mr. Tim Krus: “Tim Krus, City Purchasing Agent. This is the 

award of Enterprise Technology Staffing Support to three 

vendors, Koniag Services, Inc., TeleCommunication Systems, Inc., 

and Trigyn Technologies in an estimated amount of 

$15,000,000.00. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTRACT AWARDS/REJECTIONS 

 

Bureau of Purchases - B50004056 – cont’d 

 

Mr. Brian Holsonbake:   “Good Morning, my name is Brian 

Holsonbake from Skyline Network Engineering. Uh, we filed the 

protest, we have several concerns about how the uh, -- other 

bids were reviewed. We were on the first uh -- recommendation 

for award and then another review came out where we were not on 

the bid for recommendations for award. We’ve done some research 

on some of the documents that were submitted as it relates to 

MBE and we feel that um our bid was the only one that had all 

the proper documentation submitted at time of submittal. So we 

were -- so our recommendation is that we are to look at that and 

to -- it’s our understanding that if something that is not 

submitted with all the proper paperwork um -- is not to be 

permitted, so --” 

President:  “Madam Mayor.” 

Mayor:  “It was my understanding that uh -- your client was 

added to the list of uh -- potential uh -- vendors for this 

contract, correct?” 

Mr. Holsonbake:  “Sorry ma’am, I do not--”  
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Mayor:  “This is about -- we had the one, two, and three and 

your client was number four, correct?” 

Mr. Holsonbake:  “Yes ma’am, we’re -- under the second round we 

were rated number four.” 

Mayor:  “But that was changed subsequently, correct or no?” 

Mr. Krus:  “No, Madam Mayor We -- we uh the Solicitation 

specifically stated that no more than three vendors would be 

awarded this contract and therefore, um Skyline Technologies was 

the fourth responsive and responsible bidder um and did not make 

award for that reason.” 

Mayor:  “I’m sorry, I got, -- I thought that that was changed.” 

President:  “Well, before you say anything um my only issue was 

-- with this whole process was um -- the last time it came 

before the Board, it had Skyline and it had um two other um, you 

know, subs on there and then when we got it again they were 

eliminated. That’s why I asked for the uh deferral, because I 

couldn’t clearly understand that. Mr. Krus explained that it was 

an administrative error.” 
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Mr. Krus:  “There were two administrative errors very rare but 

that did occur. One on Purchasing side, one on the MWBOO side. 

We caught those errors, corrected them, recalculated the award 

and um --” 

Mr. Arthur Robinson:  “May, I -- uh speak now?” 

President:  “Yeah, you can go ahead.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Arthur Robinson, um the issue is -- um like um 

Mr. Young, the President said, that we were on the first award 

and then amazingly we weren’t on the -- um -- the award for the 

next week. Um, we were told about an administrative oversight 

that was never clarified for us. The thing that kind of stood 

out for us is that we were also told that there were MWBOO 

issues. And just like Mr. Krus said, they were later corrected. 

I been doing business with the City --” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “Excuse me, just for the record, uh um 

Mr. Robinson, if you can clarify who you’re with.” 
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Mr. Robinson:  “I’m with Full Circle Solutions, we are the 

minority MBE sub-contractor with Skyline. We are part of the 

Skyline team.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “Ok, thank you, and just so the process 

goes orderly, anyone that speaks if you identify yourself and 

indicate where you’re from, thank you.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “And it’s our understanding in this was part of 

um our supplemental protest um I’ve been doing business with the 

City for 20 years and it’s always been the case where if your 

MBE/WBE paperwork was not correct, you were automatically 

disqualified. The fact that we’re hearing that there were issues 

that were supplement -- subsequently fixed after bid opening and 

review seems very odd to me because for the past twenty years, 

these issues have always had to been taken care of prior to bid 

submission and bid opening. As part of the law and rules that um 

-- you guys, you know, put together for this program.   
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The other thing is since the deferral as part of the supplement, 

we’ve had an opportunity to go back and review everyone else’s 

bid and the public access copy located in the Comptroller’s 

office, and what we’ve found was that every other vendor has um 

-- problems with their MBE paperwork which we’ve cited um -- in 

the supplemental, our complaint. Uh -- If you want, we could go 

through that. I know it was kind of lengthy and detailed but the 

reason why that was done that way is to give you a context of 

everything. And that if certain people were disqualified, then 

why were other people not disqualified? Because like I said, the 

rules that we’ve always lived under for the past 20 years have 

been um -- if your paperwork is not correct, then you’re 

automatically disqualify um -- I’m looking at Mr. Young’s copy 

now. Unfortunately, I guess his printout didn’t come out as well 

as we hoped. Um, if we can, we can take five minutes, go right 

next door, and look at the public copies and their there. I 

apologize for the fact that the printouts didn’t print out 

clearly. Of course, when we did it, it was clear on our screen, 

it was clear on our printout. 
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I’m looking at yours and I didn’t realize that they look that 

horrible. Um -- but the public copies are in the office over 

here. They can take a look at them -- we can provide clearer 

copies if you want.” 

President:  “Um, Ralph.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “Uh, Mr. Robinson, you mentioned that 

there were uh -- issues that were subs -- subsequently 

corrected?” 

Mr. Robinson:  “No that’s what Mr. Krus said.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “Okay.” 

Mr. Krus:  “Yeah, on 9/4/15, Skyline reached out after we -- we 

had told them on August 28th that the Board withdrew its 

recommendation of an award and a revised recommendation of an 

award would be forthcoming. Skyline reached out on 9/4/15. I -- 

I emailed to them, ‘Please try to understand that there was no 

official recommendation because we withdrew our letter to the 

Board so that we could cure the administrative oversights.  
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The three recommended awardees are indeed the three lowest 

responsive and responsible bidders on a solicitation that 

explicitly limited the number of awardees to three. There was 

nothing wrong with your bid.’-- 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “Mr. Krus, let me just um -- clarify 

something. So, this subsequently corrected item that uh -- Mr. 

Robinson referred to is not something that was the bidders 

correcting subsequently?” 

Mr. Krus:  “No, the bidders did not correct these subsequently. 

Our process went along as it normally would. We withdrew the 

letter of recommendation of award to the Board, corrected the 

errors that we found, and came forth with the proper 

recommendation.” 

Comptroller:  “Could you state what the errors were and how they 

were corrected?” 
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Mr. Krus:  “Well um, in the case of MWBOO uh -- they -- they 

revisited the determination on Koniag Services based on what 

they had submitted and determined that they were compliant. In 

the case of the Bureau of Purchases, Trigyn had been omitted in 

the shuffling of the paperwork between non-compliant and 

compliant vendors. Um -- once we realized that Trigyn was 

submitted to MWBOO for review and found to be compliant, and 

they were indeed the third responsive and responsible bidder. As 

a result of that, um -- Skyline became the fourth and was not 

eligible for award.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Um, what we found--” 

President:  “Can you talk in the mic?” 

Mr. Robinson:  “I’m sorry, what we found in the review of Trigyn 

in particular is that they listed the contract bid amount as TBD 

where they didn’t list the bid amount. Where, in Koniag’s case, 

we found that they listed the bid amount as $48.9 million  
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dollars which doesn’t agree with what their bid amount was and 

in TCS’s case, we found that they did not identify any of their 

MBE/WBE subcontractors on their paperwork. Now, I’m no lawyer 

but if you go to Subtitle 28 of the City Law, it clearly states, 

you know, under Mandatory terms, that “must” and “shall” are 

each mandatory terms used to express a requirement or to impose 

a duty. Then, if you go to the actual utilization requirements, 

it says clearly that, um -- prior to bid opening, bidders must 

submit to the City the Certified Business Enterprise 

Participation statement including executed copies of Intent that 

specify. And then it goes through a whole list of details that -

- but part of the that detail is identifying whether a sub-

contractor as a minority or as a Women Business Enterprise. TCS 

did not do that.” 

Comptroller:  “Can you respond to his--” 

Mr. Krus:  “Uh, Courtney Billups from MWBOO can respond. But I -

- I would like to make a point about the copies.   
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Um, Skyline did deliver a reasonably legible copy to my office 

as well as the Board and I immediately took that to Mr. Billups 

so that he could review this in detail.” 

Mr. Courtney Billups:  “With resp-- Courtney Billups, Chief of 

the Minority and Women Business Opportunity Office. With respect 

to the issue of the sub-contract dollar amount, the Statement of 

Intent form specifically state um -- that the dollar amount may 

be omitted for requirements contracts. This was a requirements 

contract. There is no specified dollar amount so therefore the 

sub-contract dollar amount, the over --overall contract dollar 

amount is not relevant for our determinations when it comes to 

requirements contract. In fact, we had at least one firm that 

was found non-compliant because in their requirements portion – 

for their requirements contract, they put to be determined or up 

to 27%. That is not -- the requirement was 27%, they were found 

non-compliant based on that but for requirements contract, what 

is the responsive is the subcontractor percentage amount which 

was in this case 27% MBE and 10% WBE.” 
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Mr. Robinson:  “Um, that is a new interpretation of the law. 

That has always been um -- I think what Mr. Courtney is 

referring to is on the other form where you label the -- where 

each MBE and WBE have to fill out specifically, that you’re 

allowed to put in percentages there. That’s the way it has been 

for the past 20 years. On the actual participation affidavit, it 

actually asks you for the contract amount, which in our 

experience has always equaled the amount of the bid, not on the 

um, what is this -- the prime contractor um -- Statement of 

Intent for each individual. Those are two different things. 

You’re talking about page B-14 what we’re talking about is page 

B -- I believe its page B-16, hold on for one second, I got it 

right here -- on page B-16.” 

Mr. Billups:  “--You’re referring to the prime contractor 

affidavit. In that case--” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Yes.” 
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Mr. Billups:  “If it’s a requirements contract and what is 

required is the appropriate subcontractor percentage, not the 

dollar amount.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “That’s not what the -- the paperwork says, what 

the rules have been or have said. It says that on the other form 

you can do that, but not on that form. And then to further--” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “Well, Mr. Robinson, look you would 

agree though that on a requirements contract, its -- what’s not 

material is the uh -- dollar amount, because we don’t know what 

what’s going to be--” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Then if that’s the case then how can you judge a 

bid on price? If price is not material, then, you know, because 

they put in their bid $9,000,000.00 but they put on their MBE 

paperwork $48,000,000.00. I mean, we’re not talking rounding 

error here, you know, that’s a big difference, so that is a 

glaring mistake. There’s no way around that. In the past, that 

has been grounds for disqualification.” 
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Deputy City Solicitor:  “Not on a requirements contract.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Absolutely. In my experience over the past 20 

years, if you get the paperwork wrong, if your numbers don’t 

agree, you’re out.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “And I agree with you. If its material, 

then that would be an issue, but--” 

Mr. Robinson:  “I think the difference between 48 and 9 million 

is definitely material. And that just one of the examples. What 

about the example of TCS not identifying their WBE or MBE’s on 

their page B-14’s?” 

Mr. Billups:  “They did in fact identify those firms. What 

you’re suggesting is that they didn’t circle MBE/WBE. Again, 

that’s not material because we reviewed the uh -- certifications 

of those firms that are submitted and verified before we find 

them compliant, that they are in fact certified with the City--” 
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Deputy City Solicitor:  “Mr. Billups, you need to come a little 

closer.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “That--” 

Comptroller:  “What did you say?” 

Deputy City Solicitor: “Talk into the mic.” 

President:  “You got to get up close to talk.” 

Mr. Billups:  “What you’re -- what you’re stating is that -- uh 

-- is incorrect. They didn’t identify their WBE and MBE 

subcontractor, your point is that they didn’t circle MBE and WBE 

on those respective forms. That in fact, again, is not a 

material issue for us because we independently verify whether or 

not they are certified MBE’s or WBE’s with the City. In fact, 

some bidders actually submit the certification letters and their 

actual certificate of certification. But, even in that case, we 

still independently verify that they are certified MBE and 

WBE’s. So, to suggest that the failure to circle that on each 

form--” 
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President:  “I’m going to give the Comptroller a chance to 

speak.” 

Comptroller:  “On the $48,000,000.00, if you were to divide -- 

it’s a two year contract with three renewals and so if you 

divide the five years into the $48,000,000.00, it comes out to 

the -- to the $9,000,000.00 something, so that’s how the 48.9 

comes into effect.” 

Mr. Billups:  “But, I didn’t necessarily consider the math 

because again it’s a requirements contract and it requires that 

they cite the requisite percentage, so I didn’t necessarily try 

to calculate where they came up with that differential.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “In the past, it’s never been like that. Um, the 

other thing I want to point out too is that, um -- you know, 

with all due respect Mr. Courtney, like I said, you know, I 

understand that you just got here and I’m not being 

disrespectful, at all. I’ve been here for 20 years, I been in 

these Board meetings.  
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There have been times where I have sat in and seen other 

contractors bids disqualified for the very thing that you just 

said they didn’t do. Now, what we’re not doing is, we’re not 

questioning whether these firms are certified. But, for example, 

Realistic Computing, are they counted as a MBE or WBE? -- 

because they’re both.”  

Mr. Billups:  “What specific prime contractor are you referring 

to?” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Oh, TCS. And how would you know that?” 

Mr. Billups:  “Because they -- they would have submitted that 

with their bid application--” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Yeah, let me see what you have because on our 

paperwork, it’s impossible to tell and that’s the problem. 

There’s also a third subcontractor--” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “Give him a chance to respond.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Ok.” 
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Mr. Billups:  “Um -- Realistic Computing Incorporated was 

submitted as a WBE. They’re certified as a Minority and Woman 

owned businesses. For the purpose of this contract, they were 

submitted as a WBE.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “How do you know that?” 

Mr. Billups:  “Because that’s what they listed.” 

Mayor:  “Do you have something -- something that’s contrary to 

that?” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Absolutely.” 

Mr. Billups:  “They’re 10%, this is their Statement of Intent. 

This is the 10% WBE goal and we verified that they were a WBE, 

they were compliant.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Ok, but if you can show the Mayor that-- his 

copy-- I have a copy here, but if you could show on this form, 

they’re not identified as being utilized as a WBE. In the past, 

that has been grounds for disqualification and dismissal. I 

mean, and the rules clearly state under Subtitle 28 that they 

must be identified prior to the bid opening and submission, so--

” 
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Mr. Billups:  “Again, I can’t speak to the past, but I will 

specifically state that the MBE, which I believe was Bithgroup 

was listed as 27% which was the MBE goal. Realistic was listed 

at 10% which is a WBE goal. We verified that both, Bithgroup is 

a certified MBE with the City and we verified that Realistic is 

a certified WBE with the City.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “We are not questioning that at all.” 

Mr. Billups:  “Well that’s the only issue.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “No, the issue is that the law requires -- the 

law says that they must identify on the form, that’s what the 

law says, Sir. I didn’t make this law up, this law that I’ve 

lived under for the past 20 years that it says they must 

identify. They did not identify on any of their paperwork, plus 

to add to this point, there is a mystery um MBE/WBE that’s in 

their paperwork that is not identified in the totals either.” 
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Mr. Billups:  “That particular uh -- that particular firm that 

you’re referring to is not certified with the City as a MBE or 

WBE so they were not counted. They were not considered and nor 

did they need to meet the requisite percentage goals. So that--” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Ok.” 

Mr. Billups:  “Serigor, I believe was listed at 5%, they were 

not counted towards that goal because they’re not certified with 

the City so they were not considered.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “It’s my understanding that they are because I 

saw them on the website and they should be counted in the goal.” 

Mr. Billups:  “They are not.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Why were they submitted as part of the MBE 

paperwork?” 

Mr. Billups:  “I can’t answer that question but the fact of the 

matter is that were -- they are not certified so they could not 

be counted, nor were they -- nor did the prime need them to meet 

their goal. 
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They achieved the 27, 10% goal with other firms. That was an 

additional 5% that we could not count because Serigor is not 

certified with the City.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Uh, you know, I have examples of in the recent 

past where these type of -- ok.” 

President:  “You can go ahead.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “So, I mean and, I also have examples in the 

recent past where, you know, other companies have come before 

the Board and they have gotten their bids disqualified for these 

very reasons. Um, you know, some -- some as recently as in 

March, where um I’ll read a quote from the Mayor, you know, um, 

you know the City rules -- it said that Mayor Rawlings-Blake 

said, ‘The City has to abide by its rules that forbid 

subcontractors from not abiding by the rules.’ I mean, these are 

the rules that we live under and, you know, as recently as March 

when I was able to find an example of people who didn’t follow 

the rules and they were disqualified.”  
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Deputy City Solicitor:  “Mr. Robinson, I think you’re absolutely 

correct, that -- that the rules are there so that there’s an 

even playing field. And what we look at is whether there’s 

competition, whether it adversely affects competition. But what 

we look at is whether it’s material or immaterial. My question 

to you is would you agree that if you can tell on the face 

because of the 27-10 split, which one is a MBE or WBE that’s 

circling MBE or WBE is immaterial?” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Then the whole integrity of the program that I 

can speak to for the past 20 years goes out the window, because 

it’s always--” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “I just want, I want you to answer my 

question. If you can tell from the split, 27-10, who’s a WBE and 

who’s a MBE, then whether or not--” 



3342 

BOARD OF ESTIMATES 9/16/2015 

MINUTES 
 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTRACT AWARDS/REJECTIONS 

 

Bureau of Purchases - B50004056 – cont’d 

 

Mayor:  “On the face of the document--” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “On the face of the document, then 

whether or not circling MBE or WBE would be immaterial?” 

Mr. Robinson:  “I -- I disagree with you whole-heartily.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “So, even if I could tell based on the 

face of the document who’s a MBE and who’s a WBE based on the 

percentage, the 27-10 uh split that you think it would be still 

material for the WBE to be circled as oppose to M -- MBE?” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Absolutely, absolutely because that’s what the 

law says.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “It does not say that.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “I’m -- I’m looking at it right here.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “It does not say – there’s a difference 

between material and immaterial defects.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “It -- It doesn’t speak to that--” 
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Mayor:  “And it’s also, I think -- if I may, Mr. President? I 

think there’s a difference between what the law says and what 

the form says. The law says that’s there’s a 27-10, the law says 

we set the goals, we set those goals at 27-10, the form says 

just circle, to make sure that we can understand very clearly um 

-- whose being used for what. While it wasn’t circled as Mr. 

Ralph is stating, the face of the document is clear. You don’t 

have to go outside of the face of the document to answer the 

question, what’s the percentage, whose being used for what 

because on one it says, while it’s not circled, when you look 

down on the thing, it says MBE -- MBE 10% on the other one it 

says, I don’t have that, it’s the other, it says 27 so without 

asking a question, so that’s within the four corners of the 

document, without uh -- needing clarification, without anything. 

Although, it wasn’t circled, the -- the documents still is 

clear. There’s no – it wasn’t, um.” 
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Deputy City Solicitor:  “-- not material for us determining what 

the answer is.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Well, the law says that, uh -- prior to bid 

opening, bidders must submit to the City certified enterprise, 

certified business enterprise participation statements including 

the executed Statements of Intent that specify the name of each 

certified business enterprise to whom the bidder intends to 

award contract and whether the subcontractor is a Minority 

Business Enterprise or a Woman Business Enterprise. It says that 

in the law that you have to identify them and for the past 20 

years, that’s what everybody has done. And those who haven’t 

done it, were disqualified.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “Do you agree that the name appears on 

that form?” 

Mr. Robinson:  “Yes.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “And the percentage agree -- appears on 

that?”   
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Mr. Robinson:  “Absolutely, but you have a case where you have a 

company that is a WB and a MBE so even though you are saying and 

remember, like you said, the percentages are minimums, so even 

though you say you’re giving this company 10%, it’s not clear 

that 10% is a MBE or WBE because you didn’t say on your form why 

that 10% was going to MBE. There’s, it’s always been, this is 

the form, this is the way you fill it out, and we -- and like I 

said, as recently as March, you know, the Board has disqualified 

people for immaterial differences and, you know, I don’t 

understand why now all of a sudden an immaterial difference 

doesn’t count for disqualification.” 

Mr. Billups:  “Because immaterial differences do not count for 

disqualification --” 

Mr. Robinson:  “They always have though.   

Deputy City Solicitor:  “No, they haven’t--” 

Mr. Robinson:  “I mean, you can go back and check the history, I 

have never heard of this before.” 
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Mr. Billups:  “Let me also -- let me also add, state for the 

record Bithgroup -- Bithgroup Technologies is a certified MBE.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “We’re not talking about them--” 

Mr. Billups:  “Please let me finish--” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “Please, let him finish.” 

President:  “Let him finish.” 

Mr. Billups:  “They are a certified MBE, they could not meet any 

portion of the WBE subcontracting goal. They had to do 27% 

because they were not certified as a WBE. So, therefore we know 

that percentage specifically identified the Bithgroup.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “That’s not the way it worked in the past, but 

even if you made that argument, how do you account for 

Realistic?” 

Mr. Billups:  “If Bithgroup is the MBE at 27%, then by default 

Realistic Group has to be the WBE, and -- and let me finish” 

Mr. Robinson:  “That’s not the way it works--” 



3347 

BOARD OF ESTIMATES 9/16/2015 

MINUTES 
 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTRACT AWARDS/REJECTIONS 

 

Bureau of Purchases - B50004056 – cont’d 

 

Mr. Billups:  “--And in fact, they are listed at 10%, and in 

fact they are certified as a WBE. Your issue is the fact that it 

was not circled. That is not a material issue.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “No.” 

Mr. Billups:  “The other, the other facts that I put forward are 

material issues and are material facts.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “What I’m saying is this that like it was stated 

before, if the numbers are minimums and you have a company that 

can certify -- that is certified on both sides, MBE and WBE, you 

cannot tell by that form because the form doesn’t necessarily 

correlate or doesn’t have to correlate with the contract, the 

minimums, which you could go over. So the fact that you are 

giving the company 10% and the company is certified as both, it 

can be counted for MBE or WBE. That’s -- that’s what I’m saying 

to you, it doesn’t tell you--” 
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Mr. Billups:  “The Statement of Intent form for Realistic was 

for 10%, it had to count towards them.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “That’s not -- that’s not true.” 

Mr. Billups:  “The Statement of Intent form has to be complied 

with and by the prime contractor. If they list Bithgroup at 27% 

--” 

Mr. Robinson:  “But it wasn’t because they didn’t identify.” 

Mr. Billups:  “If they list Bithgroup at 27%, they have -- 

Bithgroup has to perform 27%, if Realistic is listed at 10%, 

they have to perform 10%.” 

Mr. Robinson:  “That -- that but that 10% is a--” 

President:  “This is the -- this is the last um -- argument I 

want to hear, okay. This is -- do you have a question?” 

Mayor:  “Give it to Ralph.” 

Deputy City Solicitor:  “No, I don’t” 

President:  “Okay, you have any closing arguments?” 
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Mr. Robinson:  “Yeah, I just want to say -- that um -- I’m 

speaking for myself here, um -- you know, Mr. Holsonbake, if you 

give him the opportunity, but my closing statement is simply 

that I’ve been here for 20 years and I’ve seen companies 

disqualified for far less and as recently as March, this Board 

right here, disqualified a company for far less. And this whole 

new thing about interpretation and you know, doing math, and 

figuring things out, that was never the case before. And um -- 

I’m just shocked. I mean, like I said, I just feel like, you 

know, I’ve never seen this happen before the Board um -- you 

know besides the fact that, you know, we still have not been 

told what the administrative oversight was or what the MWBOO 

mistakes were. You know, all this stuff was supposed to be done 

before um -- submission and opening. But, apparently, you know, 

it looks like things are different know, so, I’m sorry Mr. 

Holsonbake, you can go ahead and say what you need to say.” 
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Mr. Holsonbake:  “I just appreciate the opportunity to hear our 

perspective and I appreciate all your attention. We -- it’s very 

important for us that the City gets the best contractor um, 

that’s all we’re trying to do so I appreciate your time.” 

Comptroller:  “Briefly, could you explain what the oversight was 

for the record, since he said he didn’t--” 

Mr. Billups:  “Initially, I believe one of the awardees uh -- 

their WBE firm was not identified in our database. PKW 

Associates is P.K.W. Associates. If you put that in either the 

website database, or internal database, it will not come up 

because they do not --they do not read punctuation marks. So, if 

you put in PKW, it still won’t come up. So, we finally realize 

if you put a space, then PKW will pull up. We identified that 

PKW was a certified WBE, we had to find uh -- the vendor 

compliant.” 

President:  “I’ll entertain a Motion.” 


